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AES Southland (AES) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the State Water Resource
Control Board's (Water Board) March 2008 Report entitled “Scoping Document: Water Quality Control Policy
on the Use of Coastal and Estuarine Waters for Power Plant Cooling (Scoping Document). We participated

~ in the scoping workshops held in San Pedro and Sacramento and based on the request of the Chair of the
Water Board, we are focusing our comments towards feasible solutions that will meet the objectives of the
Water Board and still allow existing generation to operate to meet the reliability needs of the state. While we
remain concerned about the reliabifity impacts of the implementation of 316(b) as outlined in the Scoping
Document, we understand that the Water Board is aware of the reliability concerns and that the final rule will
consider the impacts to reliability. We are committed to working with the Water Board and the Task Force
towards that important objective.

Low Capacity Units - The Water Board Scoping Document in 2006 alfowed for an exemption for units with a
capacity utilization factor below 15% consistent with the Federal 316(b) Phase Il rule. The current Scoping
Document now requires that these units not only comply, but they must comply first. The Scoping Document
does not address the justification for moving away from the Federal guidance on exempfion. AES believes
that the lower capacity units should be exempt, but at a minimum, AES does not agree that the units with
the lowest capacity factors should be required to comply first, especially if the only path available is through
retrofit or retiring.  The stated objective of the water board is to protect marine life and it makes sense that
the units with the higher impingement and entrainment impact should comply first.

Solution - AES understands that the water board staff is proposing to use the design flow of each
intake structure as the baseline from which reductions must be achieved and we support this
approach. If the lower capacity units will be subject to the Water Board policy, we support this idea
and believe that some of the low capacity power plants can achieve the reductions that the water
board is seeking and allow units to continue to operate. Generally, we believe that the path to
compliance for the majority of these units is through eventual repowering, but rebuilding these power
plants will take time. Forcing all low capacity units in the state to either immediately retrofit or be
replaced through new capacity will result in a tremendous cost to ratepayers for an incredibly smait
incremental benefit. We believe that Track 2 should aliow for this option.

Sufficiency_and Incorporation of Data - The Water Board has not presented any quantitative technical
information to describe the nature of fishery improvements that would be achieved by the proposed policy.
The Scoping Document indicates that “biological impacts of OTC may not be adequalely known since
modern quantitative studies are difficult and costly.” A recent analysis of cooling water system effects on
California’s nearshore fisheries defermined that a Iarge-scale conversion to closed-cycle cocling may result
in no measurable benefit to California fish populations'. Multiple investigations into nearshore fish

g populations in Southern California have demonstrated that population sizes fluctuate independently of power

5 plant operations, and population trends are better explained by changes. in oceanographic conditions,
commercialfrecreational fishing pressure, or both. There are also several errors and inconsistencies
throughout the document, including multiple “design flow” estimates for many facilities in Tables 1, 11, and
19, missing footnotes or endnotes, and missing references.

' Electric Power Research Institute. 2007. Assessment of Cooling Water Intake Structure !mpacts to California Coastal
Fisheries. EPRI, Palo Alto, CA, 132 pp.




